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by 
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While reviewing the insect-eating bats deposited in the collections 
of CTNRC, I have noted a subspecies of the genus Scotophilus Leach 
(1822), which does not appear to me to be valid. 

At present, only two Scotophilus species arc recognized in SE Asia; 
the larger, Scotophilus keathi (Horsfield, 1831); and the smaller, Sco¬ 
tophilus fcuhli Leach (1822). The latter was long time known as 
Scotophilus temmirtcki (Horsfield, 1824). Peters (1866, p. 679), regarded 
kuhli as “equal to temmincki Horsfield”, and Dobson (1875, p. 368) 
claimed that the specific identity of kuhli could not be determined. Tate 
(1942, pp. 283-285) discussed kuhli at some length and suggested to pass 
by the name kuhli and used keathi for the larger form and temmincki for 
the smaller. Finally, Ellerman & Morrisqn-Scott (1953, p. 178) accep¬ 
ted Tate’s opinion and rejected the name kuhli. However, Hill (in 
Peterson, 1968, p. 1081) clearly shows that the epithet kuhli Leach (1822) 
is valid and was published two years prior to temmirtcki (Horsfield, 1824). 
Subsequently, Hill & Thonglongya (1972, pp. 191-192} used kuhli for the 
smaller race and if temmincki is really distinct, it might be regarded as 
a subspecies of kuhli. 

The name Scotophilus castaneus has been regarded as a race ol 
kuhli; hence the correct name should be Scotophilus kuhli castaneus. 
This race was reported from the Malay Peninsula and the adjacent coun¬ 
tries. After checking the literatures concerned, I am in doubt if this 
name is also valid. From the literatures available, the application of 
the name castaneus may be divided into three groups according to the 
authors and type localities. 
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1. The authors who regarded castaneus as described by Gray 
(1830, incorrected, see reason below), and gave India as type locality 
are J.E. Gray (1838, p, 498); G.E. Dobson (1876, p. 120, and 1878, p. 258), 
Dobson treated castaneus under the synonym of temmincki Horsfield 
(1824); and E.L. Trouessart (1899, p. 118). 

However, Bonhote (1903, p. 17) showed that he could not find 
Gray’s description of this species in the Illustration of the Indian Zoology 
which had been quoted by authors mentioned above. Sawyer (1953), 
who published all species of animals referred to in the Illustr. Indian 
Zool,, did not mention this name either. The only bat that I found in 
Gray’s Illustr, Indian Zool., vol. !, is Dysopc murinus (= Tardarida 
plicata Buchanan, 1800), It is evident that the name castaneus as pro¬ 
posed by Gray (1830), is a nomen nudum. 

2. The authors who referred to castaneus as mentioned by Gray 
(1838, p. 498) with Malacca as type locality are C.D. Sherborn (1924, 
p. 1129); F.N, Chasen{1940, p. 55); Ell erman & Morrison-Scott (1953, 
p. 178); StDDtQi (1960, p. 452); and Lord Medway (1965, p. 66). These 
authors claimed that Gray first used the epithet castaneus in 1838, 
A Revision of the Genera of Bats. Nevertheless, I have already men¬ 
tioned that Gray did not give a description and did not indicate Malacca 
as the type locality in his paper, However, Gray did list only the name 
castaneus, referring to the earlier paper (1830) in which he thought he 
had already described. 1 do not understand why these authors regarded 
Gray’s paper (1838) as the original description in which Gray only men¬ 
tioned on page 498, lines 3 and 4,- 

“ Scotophilus castaneus. Gray. & sp. castaneus, Gray. Illustr, Ind. 
Zool, Inhabits India. General Hardwicke’’ 

Later, Gray (1843, p. 30) referred to a specimen under ihe name 
Scotophilus temmincki and its type locality : 

“a. India; Calcutta,-presented by General Hardwicke”, 

Therefore the application of Gray’s paper (i 838) as the original 
description of casteneus with Malacca as its type locality should be 
rejected accordingly, 

3. The authors who regarded Horsfield (1851, p, 38) as the 
original description with Malacca as the type locality are Bonhote ( 1903 , 
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p. 17); Wkouguton (1918, p. 595); Sody (1929, p. 60); Osgood (1932, p. 
229); and Tate {1942, p, 286). Among these, Bonhote did not give the 
type locality; Wrougbton did not give the original paper; Osgood gave 
both; Tate gave the type region from “ Singapore, Penang, Malay Penin¬ 
sula and islands”. But all assumed that Horsfield (1851) was the author 
of the description of Scotopkilus castaneus of which account is given oil 
page 38 as follows 

“35, NYCTICEJUS CASTANEUS f Gray. 

Scotopkilus Temmincki, Cantor, Cat , MammaL Malay . Pen.&c ., p. 15. 

KLAWAH, of the Malays, 

HAB. Singapore, Penang, Malayan Peninsula and Islands. 

A. Presented by Dr. Cantor. 

B. Presented by the Asiatic Society of Bengal. 

The characteristic feature of this species is a uniform deep chestnut 
colour of the body, above and beneath; the membrane also is dark 
coloured, inclinging to black, and the head is blackish. Size of N. Tem- 
mincki. There is a considerable family resemblance between the four 
species of Nyet ice jus here enumerated, but the peculiarities respectively 
are sufficiently strong to entitle each to a specific rank.” 

It seems to me that the habitat given by Horsfield as above was 
taken from Cantor ( 1846, p. 185). 

When I examined the types of the bats deposited in the collections 
ot the British Museum (Nat. Hist,), I found a specimen in the type's 
cabinet, supposed to be the type of Scotophihis castaneus . There are 
two labels on this bat. On the larger one is written ''Type of N. casta¬ 
neus, Horsf, Cat . Mus. E.LC /;, 38, 1851” on one side, and, U N casta¬ 
neus was never described by Gray t & is not in III . Ind. Zoot. Therefore the 
name stands from Hors field's Cat. This is the type” Oil the Other side. 
On this, it seems to me that this label might be written by Bonhote when 
he worked in 3903 and lied with the animal in that year. The other 
label was smaller, and on it is written “Brit. Mus. Reg . 79. //, 21. 116, 
Scotopkilus temminc hi Malacca, Ex* ColL Cantor, hid. Museum”^ on one 
side, and “ ‘Klawah* of Malays , Horsf Cat., Nycticejus castaneus Gray. 
Type of Nycticejus castaneus Gray , Skull.”, on the other side. 



164 


THONGLGNGYA 


It is to be suspected from the latter label that it might be the ori¬ 
ginal label since there are two different kinds of ink on it. The words 
Nycticejus Gray may be written by Horsfield himself but the word 
“Type of Nycticejus castaneus Gray ” may be written by some body from 
the British Museum (Nat. Hist,), probably by Bonhote when he worked 
this specimen in 1903, 

From the facts given above, it can be concluded that the name 
castaneus was never proposed by Gray in 1830 and it was also not 
named by Gray in 1838. Horsfield (1851) did not propose castaneus 
for the bat received from Dr. Cantor. 

The race of Sc a top hi l us kuhli from Malay Peninsula is said to differ 
from gairdneri Kloss {1917, p. 284)* from the central part of Thailand* 
by brighter brown above, less olive and darker underpart (as dark as 
the back, but fawn colour or whitish in gairdneri ). However, 1 have no 
specimen of temmincki (Horsfield, 1824) from Java to compare with the 
Malayan race. But 1 feel that the description “deep chestnut” is merely 
a variation rather than a constant found in this bat. In fact, it is 
necessary to use only fresh materials for comparison. 

However, if the name castaneus Horsfield is accepted among the 
zoologists, the original description should be in A Catalogue of the 
Mammalia in the Museum of the Hon . East-India Company ^ 1851, p. 38, 
with type locality (taken from the label) from Malacca. The type is 
now in the British Museum (Nat. Hist,), Reg. no, 79. 11. 21. 116. 

1 am very much indebted to Dr. H.W. Setzer and Mr. Duane A. 
Schutter of the Mammals Department, Smithsonian Institutions, U.S. 
National Museum; Dr. Jack Fooden, Mr. Antony de Blass, and Dr. J.C. 
Moore of the Chicago Museum of Natural History and Mr. John Edward 
Hill of the British Museum (Natural History) for their kind advice and 
instructions in many ways. I am also thankful to Dr. Tsing C. Maa of 
Taiwan whose work on Pupiridae from Thailand aroused my interest in 
this matter. Acknowledgments are given to Dr. H.E. McClure* Dr. 
Erasert Lohavanijaya, and Air Vice Marshall, M.R, Sukshom Kasbmsanta 
(the Scientific Editor of ASRCT) for their suggestions and correction of 
the manuscript. The manuscript is kindly typed by Miss Apsorn 
Kaeo-ampon, our secretarial collegue, to whom I am in debled, 
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